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EMPLOYER:

APPELLANT: C LAI MANT

Whetherornottheorigj-naldetermination,whiChmadetheclairrrant
eligible for $93.O0 pea week j-n benefits was finaf under sectiorl
,1"i1ii), prlor to issuance of the "rerun" determination of August

TSSUE 26, 1981; ;hether or not the agency has the authority' under Section
17(d)oftheLaw,tolSSuea''rerun'.ofamonetarydeterminationand
create an overpayment after the period set out in section z(c)(ii)
has expj-red; whether the services performed by the claimant for the
Employer were in covered employment withj'n the- meani'ng of Sectlon
20(g)i8)(x) and whether the claimant 1s eligible for benefits pur-
suant to Sectlon 3 ( h ) of the r.ar^,.

NOTICE OF RIGHT OF APPEAL TO COURT

YOU f,AY FILE AN APPEAL fNO THIS DECISIOII II{ ACCOBDAICE WITX THE I.A$'S OT TAf,YLA'{0. THC APPEAL f,AY 8E TAKE IIT PERSOI

08 THROUGH A1{ ATTORNEY 11{ THECIRCUIT COUET OF BAITIf,OBE CITY. 08 THE CIBCUIT COUiT OF THE COUITY Iil ARVIAI{D IN

WHICH YOU RESIOE.

l'larch 4, 1983
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FOB TIIE CLAII,IAI{T:

Darl.ene Leftwlch - C 1a i mant

fOR THE E]TPIOYER:

EI'4PLOYiV1EN1' SECURITY ADMINISTRATION
Frank tleintz - Executive Director

John zelI - Legal counsel
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-2- Appeal No.25673

EVIDENCE CONSIDT]RED

The Board of Appeals has considered all of the evidence pre-
sented, including the testimony offered at the hearings' The

Board has also considred all of the documentary evidence intro-
duced i.n thls case, as welI as Employment Security Administra-
tion's documents in the appeal file.

TheBoardalsoconsideredthetestimonyofFranko.Heintz'
Fjxecutive Director of the EmpLoyment security Adminlstration
includi.ng the additional tesCimony he submitted in writlng'
correcting h j-s earlier testimony.

FIND]NGS OF FACT

The claimant filed an original clairn for unenrployment insurance
benefits with a U"neflt y-ear beglnning June 14' 1981 ' At that
time she was determined 

-to ue erlglbre for a weekly benefit
amount of $93.OO. She received nine weeks of benefits ' from the
week ending .:une zo, fSef tnro'gh and including the week endi-nq

August 15, 198I.

At the time the CLaimant fl}ed for benefits ' three base period
;;pi;;.; reported -".""t.a wages paid to her during the t)ase

;;;i;a; the four q,r.rt.r= of r-qao ' orle of these employers '
F;;;;;;.s state coril-g" 

-in"""it'trter referred to as ";6s col'-
lege" ) reported as cov-ered wages ' earnings that the Claimant had

made in the e*plof-oi- tr't Soriege white she was an enrolled
student, regularly attending classes there'

When the Employment Security Admirlistration (hereinafter refer-
red to the ,,Agencyl l- "".,t 

€he colLege Form 207 inquiring as to
the clrcumstances u. [" tnt cttitnttti's separation -from employ-

ment, the coLlege realized its error in reporting the clalmantrs
wages as covered ;;;;;'-""-i;" 

- 
unemproyment insurance raw and

notlfied the agency oi tfris error' in a timely manner on the 2o7

form. However, the zoi, 
-"ii"" reaching one of the agency's rocal

offices, was rost iy' Jtt" .g..t"y. donsequently, the. claimant
received $93.oo u *a"x for nlne weeks based' j'n part' on the
wages originally reported by the college'

It wasn't until the college received its quarterly statement
from the agency' 

-rno""- 
tnJt' fifteen days after the- orj-ginal

determination f inai.ni lhe- claimant eliqibtle for $93'oo per week

in benefirs r,ao oeei ;;;";- il;t the 6o11ese learned that the
claimant *u= ..""1i,1"q"""";tpt"Vment insurance benefits and that
the colrege was b;i;; .iii"L"a- as a- base period emprover ' The

i"ir.g" -ii"n notified- tne igency of the error and the agency

made a re<ietermlnaliot' or tfre Claimant's monetary eligibil"j-ty'
known as a rerun, deleting the claimant's 1980 v''Jages from the

college. As a result of this rerun' made on August 26' 1981' the
Claimant w.s founJi" 

-1";k sufficient wages under-S.3(b)^of the

Law and was tnerefore ineligible to recej've benefits ' She was

arso found to o" -';";;;ia' [n. "ll9 ;.tu\" . :I .l'-"'.|*s she

recei.ved, ror a tttJ'"i- sesz'oo' -This decision was issued on

December 4, I981 ' f-ft-e Cf"itant appealed thls decision'


